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the notion of federal housing aid to people with low and moderate
incomes (11 percent in St. Joseph County).[10] Brown County's overall
acceptance of the experimental program does not necessarily imply

that its residents would approve a national housing allowance

program.

Client Complaints [11]

When clients called the HAO, their most frequent complaint concerned
payments~-primarily that the check had not yet arrived. In Brown
County, 67 percent of client problem calls related to pocketbook
issues; in St. Joseph County, the corresponding figure was 77 percent

(see Table 7.6).[12]

Very few clients attended any housing information sessions,[13]
although complaints about inadequate information were not
infrequent.[14] Clients in both sites appeared willing to sacrifice
the opportunity to acquire information if it meant spending more time

at the HAO.

The main substantive difference in the complaint calls between the
two sites was that Brown County clients experienced greater
difficulty with their landlords. Though the total numbers are small,
almost 10 percent of the complaints were about such problems,
compared with less than 2 percent in St. Joseph County. In most
cases the landlord was raising the rent or threatening to evict the

tenant. Surprisingly, only two calls reported a landlord's refusal
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Table 7.6

CLIENT COMPLAINTS ABOUT THE PROGRAM: BROWN AND
ST. JOSEPH COUNTIES, APRIL-DECEMBER 1976

Brown County St. Joseph County
Complaints Complaints

Percent of Percent of

Subject Number | 122 Calls | Number { 1,003 Calls
Payments 82 67.2 771 76.9
Information or time costs 9 7.4 92 9.2
Client ineligibility 1 0.8 80 8.0
Landlord 12 9.8 14 1.4
Other tenants ’ - -- 2 0.2
Staff 1 0.8 13 1.3
Housing evaluation 5 4.1 12 1.2
Confidentiality 1 0.8 - -
Services or outreach? 3 2.5 6 0.6

General disapproval of

program b - - - —
Other program aspects 7 5.7 23 2.3
Other 1 0.8 10 1.0

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from problem calls recorded by
the program offices in Sites I and II.

NOTE: One week out of the month, the HAO staff logs all calls
to the office and records all problems or complaints. The data
cover different phases of enrollment in the two sites, affecting
both the number and types of complaints received.

igervices" refers to additional services clients would like the
HAO to provide, such as help in repairing their unit. '"Outreach"
refers to complaints about program advertising.

bIn Site I, includes complaints of effects on other benefits such
as food stamps (5) and that payments are too high (1). In Site II,
includes complaints about effects on other benefits (12); objec-
tions to documentation (4), recertification (1), the lease (2), too
severe eligibility requirements (1); and complaints that the standard
cost of adequate housing is too high and confidentiality precautions
too stringent (2).
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to sign a lease or to repair the client's unit. The program's lease
requirement introduced a relatively new element into landlord/tenant
relations in Brown County, but it did not appear to cause much

friction between the two groups.[15]

In both sites, clients rarely called to complain about the housing
evaluation requirement, checks on their income, or the competence or
helpfulness of the staff. However, as we shall see below, housing
evaluation standards ranked second among the program policies that
St. Joseph County enrollees thought should be changed. We suspect
that clients in both sites do complain about the housing evaluation

but usually not when the evaluator is in their home.

The infrequency of complaints about income verification is
surprising. Clients in both sites seemed to accept the requirement
as a reasonable price of receiving government aid. Indeed, South
Bend enrollees appeared to welcome such controls on how allowances
are disbursed. Fully 85 percent of St. Joseph County clients
believed the HAO should check on the income of everyone who receives
payments, and only 4 percent minded '"very much" being checked
themselves. The rarity of complaint calls about the staff

corresponds with the survey findings mentioned above.

Finally, clients rarely expressed fears that their privacy would be
violated, either through the careless treatment of confidential
information or the deliberate identification of clients to the press
or other government agencies. In South Bend, concern over that issue

caused a brief flurry of meetings with community spokesmen early in
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1975, but in both sites the HAO appears to have demonstrated its good

faith by the careful handling of confidential data.

Program Features Clients Would Like Changed

As mentioned above, 31 percent of the enrollees in St. Joseph County
and 14 percent of those in Brown County said they would like to see
changes in the allowance program. What kind of changes did they have
in mind? We have tabulated the survey responses on that question for
St. Joseph County clients only (Table 7.7); their answers closely
parallel the concerns expressed in client calls to both program
offices.[16] The table shows that clients advocated changes in
program standards more than twice as often as changes in program
administration.[17] Most clients seemed to think the standards are
administered fairly--that if their payment was too small it was not

because the staff applied different rules to different people.

As one might expect, the dominant client wish was for larger
payments, expressed most frequently in complaints that the income,
asset, or R¥ limits were too low. Others were bothered by the

lack of front-end money that would make it easier for a client to
repair his dwelling or move to one that was certifiable.[18] Only
one client urged that checks arrive on time, suggesting that concern
for the timeliness of payments--the dominant stimulus of client calls
to the HAO--was largely forgotten once the late check had been

received.
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Table 7.7

PROGRAM CHANGES SUGGESTED BY ST. JOSEPH COUNTY
ENROLLEES, WAVE 2

Number of
Change Responses | Percent

Program Standards

Increase allowances, income limits 59 23.8
Ease housing standards 34 13.7
Pay for moving or repairs 19 7.7
Payments should precede repairs 12 4.8
Ease eligibility 12 4,8
Tighten eligibility 11 4.4
Don't tax other income transfers 11 4.4
Other program standards 14 5.6
Program Administration
Provide more information 19 7.7
Toughen checks on income, spending 18 7.3
Improve staff 13 5.2
Provide more services 9 3.6
Shorten interviews or paperwork 3 1.2
Increase privacy 3 1.2
Other program administration 6 2.4
Other Changes

Expand program, end program, other 5 2.0

Total 248 100.0

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from records of the |
. survey of households, Site II, wave 2, \
NOTE: Entries are based on the unweighted responses
of 176 enrollees who said they would like program changes,

out of 565 enrollees who answered the questionm.
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Clients' desires for larger payments should not be interpreted as
symptomatic of an insatiable appetite for financial aid. Indeed, in
St. Joseph County nearly half the survey respondents regarded their
payments as about right, and in Brown County about three-fifths were
satisfied with the amount of their allowance. Moreover, both sites
experienced considerable inflation after the payment formula was
approved, and the HAO responded by recalculating the standard cost of
adequate housing in each county. However, most clients did not
receive the subsequently increased payments until after the period

covered here.

Easing the housing standards or the inspection requirement ranked
second among changes desired by St. Joseph County clients, reflecting
the fact that 31 percent were not receiving allowances at the time of
the survey. Most wanted fewer inspections or less stringent housing
standards; others urged that the program allow disbursal of payments
before standards are met. Only one client thought the housing

evaluation requirement should be eliminated altogether.

Client suggestions for changes in eligibility requirements emphasized
limits on income and assets (13 percent)[19] rather than restrictions
based on age, residence, or family composition (5 percent). A few

also advocated eliminating taxes on other transfer payments (such as

food stamps) as another means of increasing their overall allowance.

As for program implementation, clients most frequently asked for more

information--particularly clarification of program requirements and
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information on how to locate housing, how to get money for repairs,
and how to make them. Some also wanted the staff to spend more time

with them and to help in landlord negotiations.

Several aspects of the program that we thought might annoy clients
did not. They include the income verification requirement, the lease
and lease/leaseback provisions, requirements for detailed information
on family finances, and program advertising.[20] During the first
year of program operations, each of those matters generated
sufficient controversy to warrant attention from program managers,

but few clients now appeared irritated by them.

Instead, a surprisingly large group thought the HAO should tighten
program requirements or controls--making stricter or more frequent
checks on who gets the money, how they use it, and how well they keep
up their homes. Seven percent of those suggestions referred to
program administration (e.g., the frequency of program checks);
another 9 percent advocated stricter program standards. Clearly,
many clients shared the larger population's concerns about the
possibility of program abuse or waste. And in St. Joseph County,
nearly all indicated a willingness to have their own income checked

in the interests of ensuring program integrity.

CLIENT ATTITUDES TOWARD THEMSELVES AND WELFARE RECIPIENTS

Like the general population in both sites, clients appear to

disassociate themselves from the welfare image common to most other
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income transfer payment programs. Figure 6 shows that while a
substantial majority of clients in both sites expressed approval of
allowance recipients, only half in St. Joseph County approved of
welfare recipients and less than a third did so in Brown County. The
larger household population made similar, but less sharp,
distinctions. Brown County enrollees made the clearest distinctions
between the two groups and were even less sympathetic toward welfare
recipients than the general population. That both clients and the
larger population distinguish between welfare and allowance
recipients suggests: (a) that experience with the program has
diminished fears that the allowance program would be '"just another
welfare giveaway," and (b) that Brown County clients find it

particularly stressful to apply for government aid.
CONCLUSIONS

In general, the allowance program seems to be fulfilling client
expectations. Despite a desire for easier standards and larger
benefits, clients express overall approval of the program and
relatively few complaints about how it is administered. Indeed,
their concern about preventing abuse indicates that they feel a
personal stake in preserving both the program's integrity and its

distinctly nonwelfare image.

In fact, the allowance program seems to have successfully divorced
itself from the welfare image. It has also enjoyed good relations

with its clients and suffered little hostility toward program
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controls--controls recipients of other transfer payments often view
with cynicism. There may be a lesson in these achievements--that
program legitimacy and harmonious staff-client relations facilitate

program implementation.

NOTES TO SECTION VII

1. To avoid any association with the housing allowance office,
client interviews are conducted as part of the annual survey of
households, the bulk of which asks about housing and neighborhood
characteristics, past mobility and employment, and housing expenses.
The surveys are conducted for Rand by subcontractors who do not know
ahead of time whether the respondent is an HAO client and who assure
him of the confidentiality of his responses. We think those
procedures maximize the frankness of client responses and minimize
fears that unfavorable evaluations might jeopardize allowance

benefits.

2. The quarterly site monitoring reports (those already published or
soon forthcoming are listed in the Bibliography) discuss in more
detail client concerns about the lease, income verification, and

confidentiality aspects of the allowance program.

3. Mexican-Americans did not appear to be overrepresented in our
enrollee sample. The proportions for the general population and for

clients are about equal, and both are under one percent.
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4. In Brown County, however, where blacks and Indians constitute
less than 2 percent of the population, racial attitudes did not
separate allowance clients from the rest of the population. Enrollee
attitudes toward whites in both sites paralleled those of the

population as a whole.

5. The difference is not all attributable to the fact that almost
half the St. Joseph County enrollees are black. Among white
enrollees, 52 percent thought whites and blacks should live in the
same neighborhood. The corresponding figure for black enrcllees was

98 percent.

6. In April 1976, the value of the standard cost of adequate housing
in Brown County was adjusted upward to take account of inflation
after the program started. A similar readjustment was made in St.
Joseph County in September 1976. Whether those events clarified or
confused clients' understanding of how and when payments change

awaits analysis of later data.

7. The difference is consistent with the higher frequency of client
complaint or problem calls to the St. Joseph County HAO, discussed

below.

8. The reluctance to give a definite opinion showed up in questions
about whether the program was being run as it should be, was being
run by smart people who knew what they were doing, and was worth the

taxes. It did not show up in the general questions about whether the
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program was a good idea or about personal satisfaction with the
program. Nor did it appear in judgments about other program aspects

such as payments or attitudes toward program staff.

9. Some allowance recipients waited more than two years to fill out
an application because they wanted to see if the program would last.

See Gray (forthcoming (a)).

10. Variations in question wording may account for part of the
difference between the two sites. In Brown County, respondents were
asked whether the experimental allowance program was worth the taxes;
in St. Joseph County, the question referred to a national allowance
program. However, the cost to the taxpayer of an experimental
program in two sites would be considerably lower than that for a
national program. Hence one might have expected a greater proportion
of unfavorable responses in St. Joseph County. The fact that the
reverse occurred further underlines the conservatism of Brown County

clients.

11. This section is based on client telephone calls to each HAO.
During one week out of every month, every client call is recorded and
the substance of problems or complaints written down. The months

reported here are April through December 1976.

12. The main reason clients may receive their payments later than
they expect is that changes in payment status usually require issuing

checks manually, which takes longer than issuing them by computer.
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13. About 15 percent of the 567 enrollees surveyed in St. Joseph
County attended a session; about 10 percent of the 240 enrollees in

Green Bay attended one.

14. From April through December 1976, 60 client calls to the South
Bend HAO involved information problems; the correspondiné figure for
Green Bay was 3. The difference in part reflects differences in the
stages of program development. During the period covered by the
reports, the HAO in St. Joseph County was enrolling many new clients,

whereas in Brown County the program was no longer growing.

15. Before the allowance program, leases were fairly common in St.

Joseph County but relatively rare in Brown County.

16. The major differences between client calls and survey responses
are as follows: Complaints about the housing evaluation process and
suggestions for stricter program controls were more frequent in the
survey; and survey respondents with monetary complaints were
dissatisfied with the size of the allowance rather than with the

timing of the check.

17. Since the size of the payment and eligibility for an allowance

are based on program rules, that emphasis is logical.

18. If we include preferences that payments be given before repairs

are made, concerns about front-end money totaled 12.5 percent.
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19. The 13 percent is included in the first suggested change listed

in Table 7.7, "increase allowances, income limits."

20. Only one client wanted the lease eliminated, and only three
responses indicated concern about invasion of privacy or insufficent
protection of confidential information. Complaints about advertising
and the lease/leaseback arrangement (which dominated early calls to
the Brown County HAO) were expressed by only three St. Joseph County

enrollees.
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Appendix

FEATURES OF THE HOUSING ALLOWANCE PROGRAM

The Housing Assistance Supply Experiment operates identical
experimental allowance programs at each of two sites; and within
each site, housing allowances are available to all eligibles on

essentially the same terms and conditions.

Features to be tested in the experiment were chosen as a first
approximation to those of a national program with fullscale
participation. By selecting sites with contrasting market
characteristics, we hope to learn how different housing markets
will respond to the same general program. The key features of

our experimental sites and program are summarized below.

EXPERIMENTAL SITES

The experiment is being conducted in two contrasting metropolitan
housing markets. Site I is Brown County, Wisconsin--a Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) whose central city is Green
Bay. Site IT is St. Joseph County, Indiana, a portion of an SMSA
whose central city is South Bend.[1] Both are self-contained
housing markets in that their boundaries are drawn through thinly
populated territory at some distance both from their own central

cities and from other population centers.
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These places were selected from all the nation's SMSAs by a
multistage screening process reflecting basic requirements of
experimental design and constraints on program funding. Design
considerations led us to search for housing markets that were
likely to respond differently to the experimental allowance
program yet were each typical in certain respects of a substantial
portion of all metropolitan housing markets. Available program
funding limited the choices to markets with populations of under
250,000 persons (about 75,000 households) in 1970, the size and
cost of the experimental allowance program depending on the number

of eligible households within the program's jurisdiction.

Brown County was selected as representative of metropolitan
housing markets with rapidly growing urban centers (hence with
relatively tight housing markets) and without large racial
minorities (hence with minimal problems of residential segregation
or housing discrimination). St. J-seph County was selected as
representative of another group, metropolitan housing markets that
have declining urban centers which contain large, growing
populations of blacks or other disadvantaged minorities. This
combination characteristically leaves low-income minority
households concentrated in deteriorating central-city
neighborhoods that have an excess supply of older housing, while

new housing is built mostly in surrounding all-white surburbs.
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Although no two metropolitan areas can reflect all the important
combinations of housing-market features, we believe that these two
offer powerfully contrasting environments for the experimental
housing allowance program. By observing and analyzing
similarities and differences between these sites in market
responses to the program, we expect to be able to judge the
pertinence of the housing allowance concept to housing problems in

other metropolitan markets.[2]
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

The experimental allowance program is administered in each sité by
a housing allowance office (HAO), a nonprofit corporation whose
trustees include members of The Rand Corporation and local
citizens. At the end of a five-year monitoring program, it is

expected that the HAO will operate entirely under local control.

Funds for the program come from a ten-year annual contributions
contract between HUD and a local.housing authority, pursuant to
Sec. 23 of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937, as amended. The local
housing authority in turn delegates operating authority for the

program to the HAO.
ASSISTANCE FORMULA

The amount of assistance offered tc an eligible household is

intended to enable that household to afford well-maintained
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existing housing with suitable space and facilities for family
life, free of hazards to health or safety. Periodic market
studies conducted by Rand in each site provide estimates of the
"standard cost of adequate housing" for each size of household.
Allowance payments fill the gap between that amount and one-fourth
of the household's adjusted gross income, with the constraint that
the amount of assistance cannot exceed the actual cost of the

housing services consumed by a participant.
ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE

A household is eligible to participate in the allowance program if
it consists of (a) one person, either elderly (62 or over),
handicapped, disabled, or displaced by public action, or (b) two
or more related persons of any age; provided also that current
income and assets are within specified limits and that the
household does not already receive equivalent assistance under
another federal housing program. The income limit is setvby the
assistance formula itself: When adjusted gross income exceeds
four times the sténdard cost of adequate housing for a given
household size, allowance entitlement drops to zero. The net
asset limit is $32,500 for households headed by elderly persons

and $20,000 for others.

Adjustments to gross income generally follow those of the federal

public housing program, with deductions for work-related expenses
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and for dependents and elderly persons. Transfer income (e.g.,
public assistance and social security) is included in gross
income. An unusual feature of the program is that the asset
ceiling has been set relatively high, so as to avoid excluding
homeowners with low current incomes. However, gross income is
calculated to‘include imputed income from home equity and other
real property that does not yield a cash flow, so that allowance

entitlement decreases for larger holdings of such assets.
HOUSING CHOICES

Program participants may be either renters or homeowners, and they
may change their tenure or place of residence (within the
boundaries of the experimental site) without affecting their
eligibility for assistance. Participants are encouraged to seek
the best bargains they can find on the private market, negotiating
terms and conditions of occupancy with the landlord or seller.
They are provided with market information (if they request it) and
with equal opportunity assistance (if necessary); but they are
neither directed to particular neighborhoods or types of housing

nor required to spend specific amounts, except as noted below.

The use of allowance payments by program participants is
constrained in two ways. First, in order to receive monthly
payments, a participating household must occupy a housing unit

that meets standards of adequacy, a requirement enforced by
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periodic evaluations conducted by the HAO. Second, the
participant must spend at least the amount of his allowance for
housing services (contract rent and utilities for renters;
mortgage interest, property taxes, insurance, maintenance and

repairs, and utilities for homeowners).

Since the allowance entitlement for all but the poorest
households is less than the estimated standard cost of adequate
housing, the first provision is the most significant. A
participant who finds certifiable housing at less than standard
cost will not need to contribute a full 25 percent of his
nonallowance income to cover his housing costs. On the other
hand, if he chooses a unit with costs that are above standard, he
will not receive any additional payment but must bear the excess
cost from nonallowance income. Thus, the allowance formula
provides an incentive to seek housing bargains, while the minimum
standards provision ensures that the program's housing objectives

will be met by all participants.

ASSISTANCE TO RENTERS

A renter household enrolling in the allowance program must submit
evidence of income and household size, on which the amount of its
allowance entitlement is based. The household may continue to
reside in the unit it occupies at the time of enrollment or it

may seek another unit, as long as the unit meets program
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standards. Once the HAO has certified the housing unit and has
received a copy of the lease agreement between the tenant and
landlord, it begins issuing monthly allowance checks to the head
of the household. It reviews income and household size every six
months, adjusting allowance payments accordingly, and it
reevaluates the housing unit annually, suspending payments if the

unit falls below program standards.

The amount of contract rent and the responsibility for utility
costs are a matter between the landlord and tenant, as are the
enforcement of lease provisions and the resolution of disputes.
The HAO has no contractual relationship with the landlord. In |
the event that a housing unit becomes uncertifiable while it is
occupied by a program participant, it is the participant's
responsibility to work with the landlord to correct the
deficiencies or else to find other quarters that meet program

standards.

ASSISTANCE TO HOMEOWNERS

Assistance to homeowners follows as nearly as possible the format
of assistance to renters. However, prior to October 1975, a
nominal landlord-tenant relationship between the HAO and the
homeowner was created by means of a lease-leaseback agreement.
This agreement did not alter the locus of title to the property

and could be terminated by the homeowner at any time. While it
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was in effect, the homeowner received monthly assistance checks
subject to the same conditions that applied to renters and had
full responsibility for the maintenance of his property and for
insurance, property taxes, and any outstanding mortgage

obligations; the HAO had no obligations to the mortgage holder.

The lease-leaseback agreement was designed so that homeowners
could be assisted under the provisions of Sec. 23 of the U.S.
Housing Act of 1937, as amended prior to the time the allowance
program was implemented. However, the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 amended Sec. 23 in a way that allows
direct assistance to homeowners in the experimental program. Ih
October 1975, the lease-leaseback requirement was accordingly
terminated and homeowners now receive monthly allowance payments

without this formality.

ASSISTANCE TO HOME PURCHASERS

Although home purchase is an option open to those enrolled in the
allowance program, we do not expect it to be exercised often,
because of financial constraints. Even with program assistance,
eligible households will not ordinarily be able to afford new
single-family homes; their ability to purchase older homes will
depend on their liquid assets and on the availability of mortgage

credit on terms they can afford.
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The experiment will test whether lenders will consider ten years
of allowance entitleﬁent a sufficient income supplement and
stabilizer to warrant extending mortgage credit to households for
whom it is not now usually available. In addition, local or
state assistance to low-income home purchasers may be used to

supplement the housing allowance.
NOTES TO APPENDIX

1. The remainder of the SMSA is Marshall County, which contains

no large cities.

2. To assist in the application of experimental results to
larger SMSAs, we suggested that HUD consider a third
experimental site, consisting of a low-income neighborhood in a
largé metropolitan area, with enrollment in the allowance
program restricted to that neighborhood. However, we were
advised that funding for any such addition would be difficult

to obtain.
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